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DTAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-25 are pending. This action is in response to the amendment filed 
6/7/2004. Applicant has amended claims 1, 3, 5, 10, 1 1, 14, 16, 19 and 21 and added 
claims 23-25. 

2. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

(1 ) The specification is objected to under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
adequately teach the claimed limitation "said event object ... executing independent of 
said application" as recited in claims 1,19 and 21. 

In the application as filed, there does not appear to be any detailed descriptions 
or disclosure of an event object executing independent of the application. Instead, as 
disclosed in the application as filed, it is the event logging mechanism, ie, the entity 
which creates the event objects, rather than the event objects created, that executes 
independent of the application whose events are being logged. See application as filed, 
page 4, lines 4-5, 8-10 and page 13, lines 12-15. Further as disclosed, an event object 
is a storage entity which stores event data to be accessed later for analysis. See 
application as filed, page 7, line 25 - page 8, line 1 and page 13, line 25 - page 14, line 
10. In other words, the event object is not an executable entity. Applicant fails to 
disclose "said event object ... executing independent of said application" in the 
specification as filed. 

Claims 1-9, 19-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
containing subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as 
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to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time 
the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

Applicant recites "said event object ... executing independent of said application" 
in claims 1, 19 and 21. There does not appear to be a written description of the claimed 
limitation in the application as filed, for the reasons set forth in the objection to the 
specification. 

(2) The specification is objected to under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, first paragraph, as failing to 
adequately teach the claimed limitation "a third event-logging application" as recited in 
claim 23. 

In the application as filed, there does not appear to be any detailed descriptions 
or disclosure of an event-logging application. Throughout the specification as filed, 
applicant discloses the event logging functionality is implemented by an event logging 
mechanism or an event logging center 310, which is built within a foundation layer or 
the operating system on which the applications run. See, for example, application as 
filed, page 6, line 19 - page 7, line 8; page 13, lines 10-14. Clearly as disclosed, the 
event logging functionality is not implemented as an application. 

Claims 23-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as containing 
subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the 
application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

Applicant recites "a third event-logging application" in claims 23-25. There does 
not appear to be a written description of the claimed limitation in the application as filed, 
for the reasons set forth in the objection to the specification. 

4. Claims 24, 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 24 recites "the event object" in lines 2-3 There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 
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Claim 25 recites "said third even-logging mechanism" in lines 1-2. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

5. Claims 10 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Niemi et al (U S Pat. 6,470,388). 

As to claim 10, Nock teaches a system comprising: 

a foundational layer (logging service layer 316, 318, network communication 
facility 332, 334, and centralized logger 236) upon which applications (network 
management applications 208a, 208b) are built and executed (fig. 3); and 

an event logging mechanism (logging service layer 316, 318, and centralized 
logger 236) executing independent of said applications [It is noted that getting debug 
objects or states does not involve actions of an application program, col. 14, lines 46- 
63; col. 15, lines 43-48], said mechanism for generating an event log (record or data 
entry 514) for any of said applications without referencing any event logs of said 
applications [it is noted that the production of record 514 does not reference any event 
logs of the applications]. See col. 11, line 53 -col. 12, line 61. 

As to claim 13, Niemi teaches the foundational layer includes a programmable 
framework (libraries to implement logging service layer, col. 6, lines 55-67). 

6. Claims 12, 23, 24 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Niemi et al. 

As to claim 12, Niemi teaches the foundational layer includes network 
communication functionality (332, 334) which is typically provided by an operating 
system. Therefore, it would have been obvious to include an operating system into the 
foundational layer of Niemi. 

As to claim 23, Niemi teaches a system comprising: 

a foundational layer (logging service layer 316, 318, network communication 
facility 332, 334, and centralized logger 236) upon which applications (network 
management applications 208a, 208b) are built and executed (fig- 3; col. 11, line 53 - 
col. 12, line 61), 
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a first application (network management applications 208a, 208b) for executing 

on said foundational layer (fig. 3), 

a second application (network management applications 208a, 208b) for 

execution on said foundational layer (fig. 3), 

a third event-logging application for execution on said foundational layer 
(application with enabled debug object) / an event logging mechanism (logging service 
layer 316, 318, and centralized logger 236), for functioning interoperably with 
(enable/disable state of a debug object) but separately (separate address spaces, fig. 3) 
from said first and second applications, and for generating an event log (log file 506 
containing records 514) for either of said first and second applications (application with 
its corresponding debug object enabled). See col. 8, lines 11-43; col. 11, line 1 - col. 
12, line 29. 

Niemi teaches only when an application's debug object is enabled, the 
application's event data is logged, generating an event log. Col. 8, lines 11-43; col. 11, 
line 1 - col. 12, line 29. Therefore, it would have been obvious that in Niemi at least one 
of said first and second applications does not generate an event log, ie, when its debug 
object is not enabled. Regarding 'event-logging application', note section 3 of this office 
action. 

As to claim 24, Niemi teaches storing, for each event to be logged, a temporal 
attribute (time stamp 516) of the event in the event object (record 514) associated with 
the event. See fig. 5 and denoting text. 

7. Claims 1-3, 11, 14-16, 19 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Niemi et al as applied to claim 10, in view of Nock (U S Pat. 
6,144,967). 

As to claim 1 1 , Niemi teaches the event logging mechanism logs start time (time 
stamp 516) and other event information (fields 518, 520, 522, 524) into an event object 
(record or data entry 514) for every event to be logged. Col. 12, lines 11-15. 

Niemi does not teach logging end time. 
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Nock teaches for every event, logging an end time (end section event) in addition 
to a start time (begin section event). Col. 13, line 9 - col. 14, line 13. therefore, it would 
have been obvious to also log end time in Niemi. One of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to combine the teachings of Niemi and Nock because this would 
allowed customization of event logging and analysis (col. 2, lines 9-20)) for each 
application of Niemi. 

As to claim 14, Niemi teaches the event logging mechanism can be turned on 
(set state of the debug object to disabled) and then off (set state of the debug object to 
disabled) from beyond the execution space of said applications within said foundation 
layer (from centralized logging facility). See col. 11, lines 24-44; col. 14, lines 1-45). 

As to claim 15, Nock teaches turning on/off and configuring the event logging 
mechanism via a user interface (framework user initiates log analysis procedure via 
user interface, col. 15, lines 54-67). Therefore, it would have been obvious to turn on/off 
and configure the event logging mechanism via a user interface in Niemi. Browser is a 
well known type of user interface. Therefore, it would have been obvious to use a 
browser to implement the user interface of Nock. Note discussion of claim 11 for a 
motivation to combine. 

As to claim 16, Niemi teaches the event logging mechanism generates a plurality 
of event objects (plurality of records 514 in log file 506, fig. 5) and is configured to 
analyze the event objects (access and review contents of log file) and present to the 
results via the user interface (fig. 6). See col. 13, lines 2-15. Note discussion of claim 15 
for using a browser to implement the user interface. 

As to claim 21 , Niemi teaches an apparatus comprising: 

means for creating (logging service layer 316, 318, network communication 
facility 332, 334, and centralized logger 236), for every event (event) to be logged that 
has not been logged [it is noted that Niemi does not disclose a prior logging step] within 
an application (application 208a, 208b), an event object (record 514), said event object 
occupying a memory space (database 504 / log file 506) (col. 12, lines 8-15); 
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means for logging (logging service layer 316, 318, and centralized logger 236) 
within said event object (record 514) the start time (time stamp 516) and other event 
information (fields 518, 520, 522, 524). Col. 12, lines 11-15. 

Niemi does not teach logging end time. 

Nock teaches for every event, logging an end time (end section event) in addition 
to a start time (begin section event). Col. 13, line 9 - col. 14, line 13. therefore, it would 
have been obvious to also log end time in Niemi. One of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to combine the teachings of Niemi and Nock because this would 
allowed customization of event logging and analysis (col. 2, lines 9-20)) for each 
application of Niemi. 

Regarding the event object executing independent of said application, note 
section 3 of this action. In Niemi, the event logging mechanism (logging service layer 
316, 318, and centralized logger 236) executes independent of the applications [It is 
noted that getting debug objects or states does not involve actions of an application 
program, col. 14, lines 46-63; col. 15, lines 43-48]. 

As to claim 1, it is a method claim of claim 21, and thus note claim 21 for 
discussion. 

As to claims 2, 3, Niemi teaches checking, for each event identified by the 
application, whether event logging has been turned on (issue GetState() on debug 
object), creating and logging are performed for each event having event logging turned 
on (perform logging if state of the debug object is enabled), wherein a plurality of event 
objects are created (record 514) and logged (log file 516) for a plurality of events (402, 
404, 406, 408). See col. 8, lines 9-42; col. 11, line 66 -col. 12, line 15. 

As to claim 19, it is a program product claim of claim 1, thus note claim 1 for 
discussion. 

8. Claim 17, 18, 20, 22, 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Niemi et al in view of Nock as applied to claims 16, 19, 21, 23 and 
further in view of Ben-Natan et al (U S Pat. 5,740,354). 
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As to claims 17, 18, Niem as modified by Nock teaches (Nock) analyzing event 
objects based upon hierarchical grouping (perform_analysis() at log section or log 
levels, fig.s 17, 19 and denoting text) and aggregating event objects deemed identical 
based upon hierarchical grouping (multiple (0...n) log section objects, fig. 14 and 
denoting text). 

Niem as modified by Nock does not teach contextual grouping of events. Ben- 
Natan teaches processing logged event data, including analyzing event data based on 
contextual grouping (related errors). See col. 14, lines 2-10. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to analyze event objects/data based on contextual grouping in Niemi as 
modified. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the 
teachings of Niemi as modified and Ben-Natan because this would have provided users 
of Niemi better understanding of events/errors via association. (Ben-Natan, col. 3, line 
37 -col. 4, line 14). 

As to claims 20, 22, 25, note the discussion of claim 17. 

9. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Niem et al 
in view of Nock as applied to claim 3 and further in view of Sato et al (U S Pat. 
5,819,094). 

As to claim 4, Sato teaches event logging and analysis, including analyzing event 
objects after event logging is turned off in that a user analyzes the log data contained 
within the history diagram, after program execution, and thus recording of the log data / 
history diagram, are completed. Col. 2, lines 43-56; col. 9, lines 18-57. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to analyze event objects after event logging is turned off in 
Niemi as modified. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
combine the teachings of Niemi as modified and Sato because this would have 
enhanced log analysis by using visual manipulation of the log data. (Sato, col. 3, lines 6- 
13). 
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10. Applicant's arguments filed 6/7/2004 have been considered but are moot in view 
of the new ground(s) of rejection. Applicant amended claims have added limitations not 
previously recited, thus, requiring a new grounds of rejection. 

Regarding the argued event to be logged that has not yet been logged, this is 
met by Niemi. Note discussion of claim 21 for detail. 

Regarding the argued without referencing any event logs of the application 
(Remarks, page 14, lines 1-5), this is met by Niemi. Note discussion of claim 10 for 
detail. 

1 1 . THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for response to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the date of this action. In the event a first response is filed 
within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is 
not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then 
the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and 
any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date 
of the advisory action. In no event will the statutory period for response expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sue Lao whose telephone number is (703) 305-9657. A 
voice mail service is also available at this number. The examiner's supervisor, SPE 
Meng-Ai An, can be reached on (703) 305 9678. The examiner can normally be 
reached on Monday - Friday, from 9AM to 5PM. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 872 9306. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
9600. 

September 10, 2004 




SUE LAO 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



